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Remarks 

I. Disposition of Claims 

Claims 1-20, 22-33, and 35-67 are pending in this application. The previously indicated 
allowability of Claims 1-20, 22-33, and 35-67 is withdrawn and these claims now stand rejected. 

II. Claim Amendments 

II. A Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

Claims 1-20, 22-33, and 35-67 all include a "spring-like" material as related to at least 

one ring support. The Examiner has rejected the term "spring-like" as being indefinite. The 

Applicants have deleted all references to the term "spring-like." The term "spring-like" has been 

replaced by the following provision or its equivalent: 

"wherein the ring support is capable of collapsing by twisting opposing ends of the ring 
su pport in opposite screw senses while simultaneously bringing the opposing ends toward 
each other and forming a predetermined number of interleaved concentric sections." 

Support for this provision is found in the Applicants' specification as originally filed on page 16, 

paragraph 0036, lines 10-14 as well as page 20, paragraph 0041, lines 12-13. 

Claim 45 has been rejected on the basis that the term "as is typical in ..." is indefinite. 

The Applicants have amended Claim 45 by simply deleting the questionable term. 

Claim 58 has been rejected on the basis that the term "loop-type" is found indefinite. The 

Applicants have amended Claim 58 by simply deleting the questionable term. 
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II.B Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

Claims 7, 8, and 51 are rejected under 35 USC §102 as being anticipated by Mack et al. 
(USPN 3,005,987; hereinafter referred to as Mack). A rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102 must 
contain every element recited in the claim in as complete detail as is contained in the claim and 
arranged as recited in the claim. MPEP §2131 provides: 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described in a single prior art reference. Verdegall Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. Of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
"The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... 
claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 
(Fed. Cir. 1989). The elements must be arranged as required by the claim." 

The Applicants respectfully argue that because from the facts derived from the reference, as set 
forth below, the cited reference does not contain every element recited in the rejected claims, as 
amended, in as complete detail as is contained in the claims and arranged as recited in the claims. 
Thus, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Mack discloses an inflatable antenna volume/module. Claims 7, 8, and 51 have been 
amended either directly or via dependency to include the following provision: 

" wherein the ring support is capable of collapsing by twisting opposing ends of the ring 
su pport in opposite screw senses while simultaneously bringing the opposing ends toward 
each other and forming a predetermined number of interleaved concentric sections. " 
As the Examiner defined in the May 19, 2006 Office Action, Mack's elliptical tubular 
membrane (16) collapses by de-inflating the membrane with air. In short, Mack's elliptical 
tubular membrane does not have the capability to "collapse by twisting opposing ends of the 
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membrane in opposite screw senses while simultaneously bringing the opposing ends toward 
each other and forming a predetermined number of interleaved concentric sections" as is now 
described in Claims 7, 8, and 51. As argued supra, MPEP §2131 requires that a rejection under 
35 U.S.C. §102 must contain every element recited in the claim in as complete detail as is 
contained in the claim and arranged as recited in the claim. Mack does not contain the currently 
amended element cited supra in as complete detail as is contained in the claim and arranged as 
recited in the claim. 

Therefore, the Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejections and respectfully 
argue that the reference is not proper under §102 for failure to contain every element recited in 
the rejected claims in as complete detail as is contained in the rejected claims and arranged as 
recited in the rejected claims, as amended. 

II.C Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103(a) 

ILC.i Claims 1-20, 22-24, 26, 27, 29-33, 35-38, and 44 

Claims 1-20, 22-24, 26, 27, 29-33, 35-38, and 44 are rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mack in view of Dupressoir (USPN 4,284,991; hereinafter referred to 
as Dupressoir). 

The references do not teach or suggest all the claim limitations. When evaluating a claim 
for determining obviousness, all limitations of the claim must be evaluated. MPEP §2143.03 
states: 

"To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art." 
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Because from the facts derived from the references, as set forth below, the references do not 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations as amended, and thus, the rejection is unsupported by 
the art and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-20, 22-24, 26, 27, 29-33, 35-38, and 44 have been amended either directly or 
via dependency to include the following provision or its equivalent: 

" wherein the ring support is capable of collapsing by twisting opposing ends of the ring 
support in opposite screw senses while simultaneously bringing the opposing ends toward 
each other and forming a predetermined number of interleaved concentric sections. " 
As argued supra, Mack's elliptical tubular membrane does not have the capability to collapse by 
twisting opposing ends of the membrane in opposite screw senses while simultaneously bringing 
the opposing ends toward each other and forming a predetermined number of interleaved 
concentric sections, either inherently described or explicitly stated in Mack. Since the purpose 
of citing the Dupressoir reference is to establish a slot radiator, reflector, and other secondary 
elements, the Examiner has not argued that the Dupressoir reference contains a ring support of 
any kind. In short, the references do not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations as 
amended, and thus, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Therefore, the Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejections and respectfully 
argue that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. 

Il.C.ii Claims 25, 28, 39-41, and 45-50 

Claims 25, 28, 39-41, and 45-50 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mack in view of Dupressoir as applied to Claim 22 and further in view of 
Dupressoir (USPN 4,400,701; hereinafter referred to as Dupressoir II). 
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In short, the references do not teach or suggest all the claim limitations. As argued supra, 
the purpose of combining the references of Dupressoir and Dupressoir II is to establish 
secondary elements. More specifically, neither Dupressoir nor Dupressoir II contains a ring 
support of any kind. In short, the references do not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations 
as amended, and thus, the rejection is unsupported by the art and should be withdrawn. 

Therefore, the Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejections and respectfully 
argue that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. 

III. Conclusion 

In summary, Applicants now therefore respectfully submit that the application presently 
stands in condition for allowance. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fee which may be required, or 
credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 14-0116. 



NASA Johnson Space Center/ AL 
NASA Parkway 
Houston, TX 77058 
Telephone: 281-244-7148 
Datafax: 281-483-6936 



Respectfully submitted, 





Theodore Ro, Reg. No. 52,168 
Attorney for Applicants 



24 



